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in the USS Lead Superfund Site — Zone 3
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[ Periormance Testing of Wells at a Confined Disposal Facility, East Chicago, Indiana
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Figure 2. Location of the Confined Disposal Facility, monitoring and extraction wells on the property, extraction
wiells with petroloum contaminstion identified from well boring logs, and walls for well nests 4, 11, and 14 that
were includad in this study. Tha groundwater cuteff wall is approximately 12 fest cutside the location of each
extraction well and in between the meer and outer montonng well locations

FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742






FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742






FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742






FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



Documents Received at the East Chicago Listening Session

e [ oaE | Commens

Prepared/Completed by: Morgan §f 6/26/2020
Collier

Reviewed by: Bakari Baker 6/30/20 X]: Ireviewed this WP and found it
satlsfactmy. (No comments were provided.)

[1: Ireviewed this WP and found it
satisfactory. I also included comments in a
dark red colored font.

[]: All comments have been resolved.

Purpose: To summarize multiple documents provided by attendees to the OIG at the East
Chicago, Indiana USS Lead Superfund Site OIG listening session, as it relates to risk
communication at the site.

Project Guide Step # : 44b

Source(s):
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Scope: The details section gives an overview of the key points from the multiple documents
received, as it relates to risk communication and the USS Lead Superfund site.

Conclusion(s):

1.) Concerns were voiced about:

a.
b.
C.

d.

The conceptual site model (See Details source 3, List #2)

EPA’s ability/credibility to protect human health (See Details source 5, List #1d)
ROD didn’t evaluate multiple exposures and chronic exposures within and
adjacent to the Superfund site (See Details source 5, List #2d)

Incomplete and/or inconsistent time-consistent time-critical soil removal actions
(See Details source 7, List #2)

Concerns that a portion of the site was forced to evacuate and others were told to
remain behind at the site (See Details source 8, List #5)

Century of toxic pollution in soil, household dust, and groundwater resulting in
generations of people suffering adverse health effects (See Details source 9, List
#6)

IDEM and US EPA have known about public health threats since 1985 (See
Details source 11, List #4)

Long-term health effects (See Details source 11, List #5)

Concern that the CDF operation did not consider hazards and risk to human (See
Details source 12, List #6)

A concerned citizen writes a letter dated March 6, 2018, that EPA has not
responded to their previous comments and questions since September of the
previous year (See Details source 13, List #1a)

Limited information provided on the cumulative effects from multiple pollutants
and on specific pollutants (See Details source 13, List #2a-f)

Concern was voiced that a dump is being created within one-half mile of schools,
golf course, and residential area of East Chicago and that there were
environmental justice/environmental burden concerns for the surrounding
community (See Details source 14, List #5-7).

2.) Questions:

a.
b.

Why the zones were split up (See Details source 3, List #4)

How much contamination is going to be left behind in the community, tenants
versus owners, historical versus current trends, and EPA’s plan to prevent the next
generation from being impacted by the remaining contamination (See Details
source 3, List #6)

3.) The concerned citizen lists several community involvement activities provided by EPA to
the community (See Details source 6, List 4a-p).
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Details:
Source 1:

1.) The concerned citizen discusses the waste disposal at the DuPont RCRA Facility and
states that the facility has a multitude of hazardous waste disposal sites and doesn’t
belong near a neighborhood [page 2, last paragraphl].

Source 2-
1.) The concerned citizen states that DowDuPont-Chemours, USS Lead, and other PRP’s
have contaminated Air, Land, and Water of East Chicago and Northwest Indiana have
failed to be regulated under federal, state, and/or local laws and regulations (page 1,
paragraph 1).
2.) Auditor’s note, risk communication topic/criteria was not identified in this source
document.

Source 3-

1.) The concerned citizen states that the groundwater migration pathway and soil exposure
pathway and drinking water threat and human food chain threat of the surface water
pathway were not scored as part of the HRS evaluation (page 1, paragraph 4, 1°
sentence).

2.) The concerned citizen states that EPA failed to comprehensively investigate all exposure
pathways and determine the full extent if contaminated lead to a flawed conceptual site
model based only on aerial deposition and surface water migration (page 2, paragraph 6).

3.) The concerned citizen states that EPA ignored probably sources of potential
contamination from fill historically used and groundwater contamination in the Calumet
Sand Aquifer (page 2, paragraphs 7-8).

4.) In 2014, US EPA stated that OU1 was subdivided into zones but provided no rational
explanation of why it had to be subdivided, according to the document submitter. In
addition, the document submitter highlights that zone 2 was left out of the consent decree
and was not included in the ESD (page 4, paragraph 2).

5.) The concerned citizen expressed concerns about the contaminated soil mixing with sand
and stated that it will not change the total amount of toxic metals (page 5, paragraph 1).

6.) Several questions were posed by the concerned citizen to the U.S. EPA, regarding how
much contamination is going to be left behind in the community, tenants versus owners,
historical/current trends, and EPA’s plan to prevent the next generation from being
impacted by the remaining contamination (page 6, question list).

7.) The concerned citizen suggested the EPA to comprehensively investigation the site from
all sources of contamination and reevaluate significant differences for longer term health
(page 6, last paragraph).

Source 4:
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1.) Same document provided as Source 3. This document had a header on the first page
addressed to Janet Pope, Community Involvement Coordinator, of the USS Lead
Superfund Site.

Source 5

1.) The document submitter addressed the first email to Janet Pope (CIC) and Thomas
Alcamo (RPM) regarding comments about the proposed record of decision. Below are
opinions submitted by the author of that document: (page 1, paragraph 1).

a. Cancer risk in East Chicago, Indiana is 310 in 1,000,000 (page 1, paragraph 1).

b. States that toxic crime took place at WCHC for 44 years (page 1, paragraph 6).

c. For 20 years there has been a consistent pattern of elevated blood levels in
children (page 1, paragraph 7).

d. Concern about EPA’s credibility and ability to protect people’s health and the
environment (page 5, paragraph 4).

2.) The document submitter addressed the second email to Janet Pope (CIC), Thomas
Alcamo (RPM), and Bruno Pigott (IDEM), and the comments were similar to those
outlined above. Below are opinions submitted by the author of that document:

a. Questions were raised related to the division of the zones and the blood leads
levels in the area (page 7).

b. Concerned citizen stated that a full investigation still had not been completed
three decades later (page 8, paragraph 1).

c. Mentioned that a November 2018 Factsheet on Proposed Cleanup Plan for
Residential Area Zone 1 EPA talked about how the demolition of WCHC
removed barriers to resident’s exposure. The submitter did not understand then
how the risk to human health was not changed (page 15, paragraph 6-7).

d. Concerned citizen stated that the ROD failed to evaluate public health risks to
multiple and chronic exposures within and adjacent to the Superfund site (page
15, paragraph 8).

Source 6:

1.) This email was addressed to Janet Pope (CIC) and Thomas Alcamo (RPM) regarding the
proposed ROD). The document submitter highlighted the significant differences between
this sites and others sites, to include: community engagement-> public health screening,
public health education, and environmental monitoring funded by US EPA (page 2,
paragraph 4).

2.) The concerned citizen also discussed the EPA’s site conceptual models and stated that
EPA dismissed concerns of toxic soil contamination from solid wastes historically used
as fill material (page 3, paragraph 1).

3.) The concerned citizen notes that when EPA is made aware of the impacts of elevate
blood levels, they focus on removal actions and alternative drinking water supplies (page
4, paragraph 6).

4.) The concerned citizen lists several community involvement activities provided by EPA:

a. Health information-22,000 copies-community newsletter devoted to lead
awareness, health education, lead poisoning program

FOIA EPA-R5-2022-005742



Source 7

s

TosSg3—RT

Lead awareness education seminars at local hospitals

Lead education materials to schools, daycare centers, and Parents As Teacher
Association

Development and publication of site specific lead awareness and health education
coloring book

Develop lead poisoning awareness curriculum-local school district

Extensive and yearly blood lead screening and follow-up and door to door
screening and distribution of educational materials

Off-site blood lead screening activities at local community events

Contacts local pediatricians, provide lead awareness and health educational
information packets to encourage blood lead screening (List up to Page 5)
Permanent EPA field office

Informational booths at local fairs, malls, schools, hospitals

Develop lead poisoning prevention merit badge for local Girl Scouts chapter
Indoor lead exposure evaluation programs

. Contamination exposure prevention information programs and specials projects

Distribute of HEPA vacuum cleaners

Soil and/or drinking water testing programs

Health ordinances requiring soil testing/remediation of soils exceeding risk-based
cleanup standards in new residential construction (List up to Page 6)

1.) The concerned citizen states that it is a follow-up to EPA’s September 16, 2017 Public
Meeting.

2.) The concerned citizen states that residents are experiencing incomplete and/or
inconsistent time-consistent time-critical soil removal actions (page 1, first section, #4).

3.) The concerned citizen expresses concerns that US EPA, IDEM, and the City of East
Chicago have allowed land disposal of hazardous wastes for decades and still today (page
10, halfway down page, #1).

4.) The concerned citizen expressed their opinion that EPA and IDEM aren’t completely
detoxifying soils and groundwater (page 11, #4).

5.) The concerned citizen expressed their opinion that the local industry and Army Corps of
Engineers make the decisions at the site (page 11, #5).

Source 8

1.) This email sent on July 27, 2017 from concerned citize

, and was addressed

to Albert Kelly, Senior Advisor to the EPA Administrator, regarding the July 15, 2017
EPA public meeting.

2.) The concerned citizen of the email stated that Superfund is failing to protect people, and
highlighted East Chicago (page 1, paragraph 1).

3.) The concerned citizen states that the State discovered lead contamination in 1985 “as
high as 594,420 mg Pb/g (ppm)” (page 2, paragraph 2).
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4.) The concerned citizen states that the WCHC had lead in soil and inside homes that had
test results at 92,000 ppm and 32,000 ppm, and that groundwater test were 16,000 ppm
(page 2, paragraph 8).

5.) The concerned citizen states concerns that a portion of the site was forced to evacuate and
others were told to remain behind at the site. In addition, the author states that residents
were told it was safe to remain during demolition and emergency removal actions, given
false impressions of permanent cleanup and restoration of properties (page 4, List #5 and
#6).

6.) The concerned citizen of the email states that these toxic sediments have been described
as “among the most contaminated and toxic that have ever been reported” (page 7,
paragraph 4).

7.) The concerned citizen expressed concerns about the IHC sediments (page 7, paragraph
9).

Source 9

1.) This packet of information is from concerned citizen [{SJESHI (sce bottom of page 1).

2.) Five years ago CDC said it believed children living in a Superfund site in East Chicago
were “no longer exposed to lead from any source”. Reuters analysis of state blood testing
found between 2005-2015, 22% of children tested in a residential area of the site had
elevated lead levels (page 1, paragraph 1).

3.) Region 5 EJ Analysis of USS Lead Site. US EPA EJ Case criteria for state of Indiana-
minortiy-28% or greater, low income-58% or greater. For the USS Lead Site within a 1-
mile radius with a population of 8,933, minority-92%, low income-59% (page 5).

4.) Conceptual-site model showing air emissions, groundwater flow, and other factors (page
8).

5.) Slides describing RI/FS of site, mentions aerial deposition of lead, former Anaconda
operations at the housing area, contamination isolation to fill layer, 47% of yards require
remediation (page 9).

6.) States that there has been a century of toxic pollution in soil, household dust, and
groundwater resulting in generations of people suffering adverse health effects (page 12).

7.) DuPont site is 210 feet from the USS Lead Superfund Site Zone 3 (page 18).

8.) DuPont site is 365 feet from the USS Lead Superfund Site Zone 2 (page 19).

9.) Over 100,000 people live within 4 miles of the DuPont and USS Lead Sites (page 21).

10.) States that the Calumet region’s geology is not stable for toxic and hazardous
waste disposal and that dumps/fill sites have proliferated throughout Northwest Indiana
(page 28).

Source 10

1.) Letter on January 2019, summarized the January 14, 2019 written comments to US EPA:
that the most protective/lowest long term cost cleanup would be the one that eliminates
health threats and financial liabilities to PRPs and contaminated communities, or
Remedial Action Alternative 4D (page 1).
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2.) East Chicago Drinking Water Overview: before excavation 42% of homes had lead levels
in tap water that exceeded 15ppb according to US EPA January 28, 2017 study (page 2,
paragraph 4).

a. Atthe August 19, 2017 Region 5 Presentation, it was stated that lead is not
coming from the water source (page 2, paragraph 5-6).

b. Northwest Indiana reports that the city began using a chemical to control
corrosion of lead pipes approved by IDEM but not recommended by experts, as it
could increase lead release (page 2, paragraph 8; page 3, paragraph 1)

3.) States that the DuPont Facility never had a Part B Final RCRA permit (page 3, paragraph
9).

a. States that the landfills (dumps) do not have leachate or vapor collection systems
and most completely lack liners or caps (page 4, paragraph 5).

Source 11:

1.) Letter from concerned citizer{{SHESHIl] to Christina Lovingood and Jill Trynosky,
dated June 26, 2019 (page 1).

2.) Citizen states that the WCHC was located upon known contaminated land and that there
are environmental justice concerns (page 1, paragraph 1).

3.) Citizen states that US EPA is inadequately communicating human health risks and have
failed to protect human health (page 1, paragraph 2).

4.) Citizen states that IDEM and US EPA have known about public health threats since 1985
(page 1, paragraph 3).

5.) Citizen states that generations have suffered from toxins and have a range of effects
ranging from birth defects, learning disorders, to chronic effects such as cancer and
autoimmune diseases (page 1, paragraph 4).

6.) Citizen states that the Calumet community is impacted by contaminated groundwater
entering their homes basements (page 2, paragraph 3).

7.) Citizen states that EPA failed to eliminate environmental and human health threats by
(page 4, paragraph 3):

Leaving toxic wastes and contaminated groundwater in place

Spreading toxic contamination to another community

Not achieving a permanent solution using alternative treatment technologies

Ruling out other known metal contaminates such as Polynuclear Aromatic

Hydrocarbons, Furans, and Dioxin

e. Using biased calculations to establish health risk and cleanup levels (page 7,
paragraph 1)

8.) Amereco Engineering did an assessment for WCHC in February 15, 2017 and found that
lead and arsenic were in exceedance in concentrations as high as 45,000 mg/Kg and
5,200 mg/Kg (pg.6, paragraph 4).

o0 o

Source 12

1.) Letter addressed to Christopher Drew (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers), Mike Nguyen
(U.S. Army Corps of Engineers), Dr. Jennifer Miller (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers),
Robert Kaplan (Acting Region 5 Administrator), Margaret Guerriero (Director of Land
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and Chemical Division), Jean Greensley (Project Manager, US EPA Region 5), Bruno
Pigott (Commissioner IDEM), and George Ritchotte (Project Manager, IDEM) (pages 1-
2).

2.) Letter is in regards for the approval for PCB risk-based disposal of sediment containing
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in the Indiana Harbor and Canal Dredging Project
(page 2, top of page).

3.) Voices concerns that the USACE’s plan does not fully address known threats to the
community of East Chicago, as it only removes 55% of the toxic contamination in some
areas (page 5, paragraph 4).

4.) Concerned that the approval is based upon a flawed assumption/model of risks to human
health and impacts to the community (page 5, paragraph 3).

5.) Concerns that the CDF Land Disposal site was not investigated, assessed, or remediated
prior to its use (page 7, paragraph 3).

6.) Concerns that the CDF operation did not consider hazards and risk to human health (page
14, paragraph 3).

7.) Dioxin levels occurring from CDF are much lower than national averages so estimated
dioxin pollution released from CDF is not expected to increase health risks (pg. 32,
paragraph 4).

8.) Mentions that the groundwater gradient system will prevent contaminant migration to the
Calumet Aquifer and to the Lake George Branch (page 42, paragraph 3).

Source 13-

1.) Response on the DuPont Site-Dated March 6, 2018 by [{SHSHI (Top of page 1
and bottom of page 3).

a. The concerned citizen writes that EPA has not responded to their previous
comments and questions and mentions they have had since September of last year
(2017) to formulate responses (page 1, paragraph 1).

b. The citizen mentions that there are some species of Sulfate that exist at the
DuPont site and could be involved in the proposal and that each has requirements
to operate optimally. They are concerned about the protocol being used and are
requesting a copy of it (page 1, paragraph 2, sentences 1-3, last sentence).

c. The concerned citizen questions the claim that the natural area on the DuPont site
is a pristine unaffected ecological area (page 2, paragraph 2, sentence 1).

2.) Points for January 10, EPA Meeting on Status of DuPont Superfund Site in East Chicago
by (SN (Ton of page 4).

a. The concerned citizen states that the idea of detoxifying materials and changing
them to make them insoluble is confusing to the citizens of East Chicago (page 5,
number 4 on list).

b. States that cumulative effects of arsenic have not been addressed by EPA and
other agencies, and also mentions effects from multiple pollutants not just arsenic
(page 5, number 7b on list).

c. States that cadmium is ignored [by EPA and other agencies it is inferred] (page 5,
number 7c on list).
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d. Citizen states that no information is provided about chromium [by EPA and other
agencies it is inferred] (page 6, number 7e on list).

e. The concerned citizen has concerns and questions about fluoride (page 6, number
7g on list)

f. The concerned citizen questions why nickel is in water samples if there are no
known natural deposits in the area (page 6, number 7k on list).

g. The concerned citizen mentioned that the levels in the HHRA were 10-100 times
lower than reports from 1998, and questions why, as EPA and IDEM had them
available for at least 19 years (page 9, last paragraph).

3.) Questions for the January 20 EPA Meeting in East Chicago by

a. Concerns voiced about not informing residents about the Calumet Aquifer having
a remission of pollution exposure of 1-5 years (page 1, paragraph 1).

b. Concerns about the population (approximately 16.5%) will be susceptible to
serious effects from pollution (page 1, paragraph 2).

c. Concerns about the long term effect of the Calumet Aquifer and precipitation
(page 1, paragraph 4).

d. Concerns about the protocol for removing and replacing soil at properties (page 1,
paragraph 5).

Source 14

1.) Continuation of Source 12.

2.) Excerpts from different sources regarding the Calumet Aquifer are provided throughout
the document.

3.) Concerns were stated about risk and risk reduction for groundwater cleanup and off-site
migration of contaminates (page 5, paragraph 3).

4.) It was expressed by the concerned citizen that air monitoring should be deployed of
contaminates and their sources (page 6, paragraph 3-4).

5.) Concern was voiced that a dump is being created within one-half mile of schools, golf
course, and residential area of East Chicago (page 7, paragraph 6).

6.) Concern was voiced that Northwest Indiana and East Chicago have suffered the burden
of pollution and contamination in their communities, and the concerned citizen states
EPA and IDEM cannot ignore environmental injustice of creating one of the largest toxic
chemical land disposal units on the Great Lakes and the additional risks it will create
(page 10, paragraph 2-3).

7.) Several excerpts also speak on the risk analysis from the air emissions from the proposed
CDF and the environmental burden of the pollution in the area that this would bring to
the surrounding community (page 13, last paragraph; page 14).
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